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The BLM manages more
than 245 million acres of
public land, the most of
any Federal agency. This
land, known as the
National System of Public
Lands, is primarily located
in 12 western states,
including Alaska.  The
BLM also administers 700
million acres of sub-surface
mineral estate throughout
the nation.

The BLM’s mission is to
manage and conserve the
public lands for the use
and enjoyment of present
and future generations
under our mandate of
multiple-use and sustained
yield. In fiscal year 2013,
the BLM generated $4.7
billion in receipts from
public lands.
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Dear Reader:

The 2.5 million acres of lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in western
Oregon play an important role in the region’s social, ecological, and economic well-being. As stewards of
these lands, the BLM has a responsibility to ensure that our management is effectively meeting our legal
mandates and the needs of the communities in western Oregon.

Enclosed you will find our Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP)/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for six BLM districts in western Oregon. This document integrates the requirements for land use
planning from the Federal Land Policy and Management Act and the requirements for analysis of federal
actions from the National Environmental Policy Act.

This Draft RMP/EIS explains why we are proposing a plan revision, presents a full spectrum of different
management alternatives, and analyzes the environmental effects of the alternatives. These alternatives
respond to the Purpose and Need for action, described in Chapter 1, which outlines the goals that we seek
to achieve. Based on this analysis and comments that we receive on this Draft RMP/EIS, we will prepare
a Proposed RMP/Final EIS with the assistance of cooperating agencies.

Public engagement has always been a foundational principle for our planning team. Since the inception of
this planning effort in 2012, we have held more than three dozen public meetings to solicit feedback and
share our thinking. We have also worked closely with our state, federal, and county partners to ensure that
the analysis is rigorous, thorough, and reflects our 20 years of experience of implementing our current
plans. We will use the results of this analysis, along with your feedback, to begin developing the
Proposed RMP/Final EIS.

Following publication of this Draft RMP/EIS, you will have 90 days to provide written comments. We
would appreciate your feedback; please see the “Readers Guide” section for more specific information on
the many ways you can comment on this document. Please join us by submitting your comments and
participating in the upcoming public open houses and workshops in your community.

The people of western Oregon are in need of a lasting solution that will provide predictable outcomes and
sustainable management of the BLM-administered lands. With your help, we can utilize your insight and
comments to build an RMP that will provide sustainable solutions for the public lands that we are
privileged to manage.

Thank you for your interest and participation in this planning process.

Jerome E. Perez

State Director

Bureau of Land Management
Oregon/Washington






United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

for the Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon
Coos Bay, Eugene, Medford, Roseburg, and Salem Districts
and the Lakeview District’s Klamath Falls Field Office

Cooperating agencies:

Benton County State of Oregon

Clackamas County Environmental Protection Agency

Columbia County National Marine Fisheries Service

Coos County U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Curry County U.S. Forest Service

Douglas County Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians
Klamath County Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde

Lane County Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians
Lincoln County Coquille Indian Tribe

Linn County Cow Creek Band of Umpqua Tribe of Indians
Marion County Klamath Tribes

Multnomah County

Polk County

Tillamook County

Washington County

Yambhill County

Abstract: This Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement addresses revision of
the 1995 Resource Management Plans for the Coos Bay, Eugene, Medford, Roseburg, and Salem
Districts and the Lakeview District’s Klamath Falls Field Office. The purpose of this Resource
Management Plan revision is to provide a sustained yield of timber, contribute to the conservation and
recovery of threatened and endangered species, provide clean water in watersheds, restore fire-adapted
ecosystems, provide recreation opportunities, and coordinate management of lands surrounding the
Coquille Forest with the Coquille Tribe. The BLM analyzed the No Action alternative of continued
implementation of the 1995 Resource Management Plans, four alternatives, and two sub-alternatives.

Comments on this Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement must be submitted
by July 23, 2015.

For further information contact:
Sarah Levy, Public Affairs Specialist
RMPs for Western Oregon
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 2965
Portland, Oregon 97208
Telephone: (503) 808-6217
Email: BLM_OR_RMPs_ WesternOregon@blm.gov
Website: http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
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Reader’s Guide

Reader’s Guide

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is revising the resource management plans (RMPs) for its Coos
Bay, Eugene, Medford, Roseburg, and Salem Districts and the Lakeview District’s Klamath Falls Field
Office. The planning area for this RMP revision encompasses western Oregon and includes
approximately 2.5 million acres of public land managed by the BLM. When approved, these RMPs will
replace the existing RMPs and guide the management of public lands in the Coos Bay, Eugene, Medford,
Roseburg, and Salem Districts and the Lakeview District’s Klamath Falls Field Office into the future.

The BLM has prepared this Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft
RMP/EIS) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, as amended, the BLM NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1), the
BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1), and other applicable law and policy.

Organization of the Draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

This Draft RMP/EIS provides a progression of information to the reviewer.

The Summary presents a brief description of the major elements of this document. The summary is
necessarily neither comprehensive nor complete. Therefore, the details in the four chapters of this
document are essential to fully understanding the planning process, the alternatives, and their effects.

Chapter 1 presents the purpose and need for this RMP revision and the guidance for the development of
the action alternatives. Chapter 1 presents a discussion of the major authorizing laws and regulations that
affect management of the BLM-administered lands in the planning area.

Chapter 2 describes the No Action alternative and the action alternatives that are analyzed in detail,
including identification of the preferred alternative. This chapter also discusses alternatives that the BLM
considered but did not analyze in detail. Finally, this chapter presents a comparison of the alternatives,
including summaries of key features of the alternatives and key impacts of the alternatives.

Chapter 3 describes the environment that the RMPs are likely to affect and the environmental
consequences of the alternatives. Although many EISs present the affected environment and
environmental consequences in separate chapters, the BLM has combined these two topics into this single
chapter to provide all of the relevant information on a resource in a single discussion. This chapter is
includes sections for each resource that the RMPs are likely to affect. Each section begins with a
summary of the methods used to analyze the impacts of the alternatives on this resource. The BLM has
then divided each section into subsections that address a particular question about how the BLM’s draft
alternatives may affect the resource (the BLM refers to these questions as “issues”). Under each issue, the
BLM describes the status and trends of the pertinent resource and the environmental consequences to the
resource of the alternatives analyzed in detail, including the No Action alternative.

Chapter 4 describes the public involvement and collaboration that occurred during the preparation of this

Draft RMP/EIS. That collaboration includes government-to-government relationships with tribes, formal
cooperators in the planning process, and consultation with other agencies. This chapter also includes a list
of staff involved in the RMPs for Western Oregon.
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Following Chapter 4 is a list of acronyms, a glossary of words and terms that are not in common usage,
and references cited in the document.

The appendices provide technical discussions and background nformation supporting the text of the Draft
RMP/EIS.

Commenting

The BLM encourages the public to review this Draft RMP/EIS and provide comments pertaining to the
alternatives and analysis. Comments will be most useful to the BLM to the extent that they

e presentnew information relevant to the analysis;

e presentreasonable alternatives other than those analyzed n the Draft RMP/EIS;

e make suggestions, with a reasoned basis, for the development of a proposed RMP;

e question, with a reasoned basis, the adequacy of, methodology for, or assumptions used for the

analysis; or

e question, with a reasoned basis, the accuracy of imformation i the Draft RMP/EIS
Comments that are simply votes in support of or opposition to a particular alternative, or position
statements in support of or opposition to particular BLM policies or proposals, without providing reasons,
are less useful to the BLM in the planning process.

To be considered timely, comments on this Draft RMP/ EIS must be submitted within 90 days of the
publication in the Federal Register of the Notice of Availability for this Draft RMP/EIS. You can submit
comments by mail to

RMPs for Western Oregon

Bureau of Land Management

P.O. Box 2965

Portland, Oregon 97208
or by electronic mail (email) to

BLM OR RMPs WesternOregon@blm.gov

Comments by mail must be postmarked by July 23, 2015. Comments by email must be received
by July 23, 2015. If you have questions, please contact Sarah Levy, BLM Public Affairs Specialist, at
(503) 808-6217.

Persons who use a telecommunications device for the deaf may call the Federal Information Relay
Service at 1-800-877-8339 to contact the above individual during normal business hours. The FIRS is
available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, to leave a message or question with the above individual. You
will receive a reply during normal business hours.

All mformation in your comments including your address, phone number, email address, or other
personal identifying information (PII)is maintained as a BLM record. Although your information is
sensitive and protected from public access, it may be made available under a Freedom of Information Act
request. You may request in your comment that your PII information be withheld from public review
although the agency is unable to guarantee full protection of such nformation. Please consider all
information you may want to include in your comments.
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Next Steps in the Planning Process

The BLM is planning a series of public meetings after the release of the Draft RMP/EIS. The purpose of
these meetings is to help members of the public understand the content of the Draft RMP/EIS and provide
meaningful and constructive comments. There will likely be six “open-house” public meetings (one
meeting per District) where people can engage with BLM employees on all resources addressed in the
Draft RMP/EIS. The BLM will likely also be organizing issue-specific meetings on topics such as socio-
economics, forestry, aquatics, and wildlife. Information on meeting locations and dates will be available
at

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/

Following the 90-day comment period for this Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM will review the comments and
work with cooperating agencies to develop a Proposed RMP/Final EIS. In that document, the BLM will
present the Proposed RMP, which will be either one of the alternatives analyzed in this Draft RMP/EIS or
anewly developed alternative that is within the spectrum of the alternatives analyzed in this Draft
RMP/EIS. In the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the BLM will also provide copies or summaries of substantive
comments on the Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM responses to those comments, and changes or additions to the
text of the Draft RMP/EIS in response to comments.

Following publication of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, any person who participated in the planning
process and has an interest that may be adversely affected by the approval of the Proposed RMP may
protest to the Director of the BLM within 30 days of the publication of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. The
BLM will submit the Proposed RMP to the Governor of Oregon to identify any known inconsistencies
with State or local plans, policies, or programs.

Following resolution of any protests and the completion of the consistency review by the Governor of
Oregon, the BLM will prepare a Record of Decision/RMP (ROD/RMP) to approve the RMP revision.
The ROD/RMP will identify the decision by the State Director on the RMP revision and the rationale for
the decision. The ROD/RMP will also contain the RMP itself, including the land use allocations,
management objectives, and management direction.

The publication of the ROD/RMP will represent the completion of the RMP revision process. Following
publication of the ROD/RMP, the BLM will take only those management actions that are specifically
provided for in the approved RMP, or, if not specifically mentioned, actions that are clearly consistent
with the goals, objectives, or management direction of the approved RMP.
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Summary

This summary presents a brief description of the major elements of this document. This summary is
necessarily neither comprehensive nor complete. Furthermore, this summary omits the citations,
definitions, and explanations provided in the document. Therefore, the details in the four chapters of this
document are essential to fully understanding the planning process, the alternatives, and their effects.

Introduction

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is revising the resource management plans (RMPs) for its Coos
Bay, Eugene, Medford, Roseburg, and Salem Districts and the Lakeview District’s Klamath Falls Field
Office. This Draft RMP/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) provides a description of the various
alternative management approaches the BLM is considering for the management of these lands along with
an analysis of the potential impacts of these alternatives.

The 1995 RMPs are consistent with the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan, which the Department of the Interior
and the Department of Agriculture adopted for Federal forests within the range of the northern spotted
owl. This RMP revision would replace the 1995 RMPs and thereby replace the Northwest Forest Plan for
the management of BLM-administered lands in western Oregon. The purpose and need for this RMP
revision are different from the purpose and need for the Northwest Forest Plan. As such, the action
alternatives in this Draft RMP/EIS do not contain all elements of the Northwest Forest Plan.

The BLM conducted plan evaluations, which concluded that a plan revision is needed to address the
changed circumstances and new information that has led to a substantial, long-term departure from the
timber management outcomes predicted under the 1995 RMPs. Moreover, the BLM needs to revise
existing plans to replace the 1995 RMPs’ land use allocations and management direction because of new
scientific information and policies related to the northern spotted owl.

The purpose of the RMP revision is to
e Provide a sustained yield of timber
e Contribute to the conservation and recovery of threatened and endangered species, including
o maintaining a network of large blocks of forest to be managed for late-successional
forests
o maintaining older and more structurally complex multi-layered conifer forests

e Provide clean water in watersheds

e Restore fire-adapted ecosystems

e Provide recreation opportunitics

e (Coordinate management of lands surrounding the Coquille Forest with the Coquille Tribe
Alternatives

The BLM has designed the range of alternatives in this Draft RMP/EIS to span the full spectrum of
alternatives that would respond to the purpose and need for the action. The BLM has developed the
alternatives to represent a range of overall management approaches, rather than exemplify gradations in
design features. In this Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM analyzed in detail the No Action alternative and four
action alternatives. In addition, the BLM analyzed how two sub-alternatives, which modify an individual
component of northern spotted owl conservation in an alternative, would alter effects on timber
production and northern spotted owls. Table 1 summarizes key features of the alternatives that vary
substantially among the alternatives and are easily quantified and summarized.

xxiii|[Page




Summary

The No Action alternative in this Draft RMP/EIS is implementation of the 1995 RMPs as written (in
contrast to the BLM’s current implementation practices under the 1995 RMPs). Implementation of the
timber management program has departed substantially from the outcomes predicted in the 1995 RMPs,
and continuing to harvest timber at the declared annual productive capacity level for multiple decades into
the future would not be possible using the current practices.

All action alternatives include the following land use allocations: Congressionally Reserved, District-
Designated Reserves, Late-Successional Reserve, Riparian Reserve, Harvest Land Base, and Eastside
Management Area (Figure 1). The location and acreage of these allocations, with the exception of
Congressionally Reserved, vary by alternative. Within each action alternative, the Harvest Land Base,
Late-Successional Reserve, and Riparian Reserve have specific, mapped sub-allocations with differing
management direction.

Alternative A has a Late-Successional Reserve larger than the No Action alternative. The Harvest Land
Base is comprised of the Uneven-Aged Timber Area and the High Intensity Timber Area. The High
Intensity Timber Area includes regeneration harvest with no retention (clear cuts).

Alternative B has a Late-Successional Reserve similar in size to Alternative A, though of a different
spatial design. The Harvest Land Base is comprised of the Uneven-Aged Timber Area, Low Intensity
Timber Area,and Moderate Intensity Timber Area. The portion of the Harvest Land Base in Uneven-
Aged Timber Area is the largest of all action alternatives. The Low Intensity Timber Area and Moderate
Intensity Timber Area include regeneration harvest with varying levels of retention.

Sub-alternative B is identical to Alternative B, except that it includes protection of habitat within the
home ranges of all northern spotted owl known and historic sites.

Alternative C has the largest Harvest Land Base of any of the alternatives. The Harvest Land Base is
comprised of the Uneven-Aged Timber Area and the High Intensity Timber Area. The High Intensity
Timber Area includes regeneration harvest with no retention (clear cuts). Alternative C has the smallest
acreage in the Riparian Reserve of all of the alternatives.

Sub-alternative C is identical to Alternative C, except that the Late-Successional Reserve includes all
stands 80 years old and older.

Alternative D has the smallest Late-Successional Reserve of any of the alternatives. The Harvest Land
Base is comprised of the Uneven-Aged Timber Area, Owl Habitat Timber Area, and Moderate Intensity
Timber Area. The Owl Habitat Timber Area includes timber harvest applied in a manner that would
maintain northern spotted owl habitat. The Moderate Intensity Timber Area includes regeneration harvest
with retention. Alternative D has the largest acreage in the Riparian Reserve of all of the action
alternatives.
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Table I. Key features of the alternatives.
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Figure i. Land use allocations under the alternatives.
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

This section summarizes the existing conditions and environmental consequences for each resource that
the RMPs are likely to affect. Throughout this document, the BLM uses the term ‘planning area’ to refer
to the 22 million acres of land within the geographic boundary of this planning effort regardless of
jurisdiction, and uses the term ‘decision area’ to refer to the 2.5 million acres of BLM-administered land
within the planning area.

Air Quality

All action alternatives would produce more particulate emissions than the No Action alternative and
current conditions. However, adherence to the requirements of the Oregon Smoke Management Plan
would continue to limit impacts to human health and visibility from prescribed fires.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

The alternatives consider the designation of 121 potential Areas of Critical Environmental Concern.
Alternative A would designate the most and Alternative C the fewest areas as Areas of Critical
Environmental Concernat 119 and 111, respectively.

Climate Change

Carbon storage would increase under all alternatives. Greenhouse gas emissions associated with BLM -
administered lands would increase under all alternatives, but would remain less than one percent of the
2010 statewide greenhouse gas emissions. Climate change provides uncertainty that reserves will function
as intended and that planned timber harvest levels can be attained, with the uncertainty increasing over
time.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

The BLM canreduce or eliminate effects to cultural and paleontological resources through systematic and
thorough cultural and paleontological resource inventories. Implementation of Alternatives A and D
would be the least likely to result in potential adverse impacts to cultural and paleontological resources.

Fire and Fuels

All alternatives would increase stand-level fire resistance and reduce wildfire hazard on BLM-
administered lands compared to current conditions. The BLM-administered lands constitute only a small
portion of the entire interior/south dry forest landscape. Consequently, the modest shifts under any
alternative would not result in any substantial change in the overall landscape fire resilience. The dry
forest landscape would continue to have an overabundance of mid-seral closed forest and a deficit of late-
seral open forest.

Fisheries

All of the alternatives would increase the potential large wood and small functional wood contribution to
streams from the current conditions over time. Sediment production from road construction and operation
would increase by less than one percent under all alternatives, and the effects to fish would not differ by
alternative. These effects to fish would be short-term and localized and could result from increases in
turbidity or deposition of fines in the stream channel substrates affecting habitat in the short term.

xxviii|[Page



Summary

Forest Management

Even-aged systems with clear-cutting would produce more uniform stands in a mix of age classes without
structural legacies. Two-aged systems with variable-retention regeneration harvesting would produce
stands in a mix of age classes with legacy structures and multiple canopy layers. Uneven-aged
management systems with selection harvesting regimes would produce mostly older, structurally complex
stands and mature forests with multiple canopy layers.

The allowable sale quantity (ASQ) under the alternatives would range from 120 million board feet per
year under Sub-alternative B to 486 million board feet per year under Alternative C. Non-ASQ timber
harvest volumes in the first decade would range from 4 million board feet per year under Alternative D to
122 million board feet per year under the No Action alternative.

Hydrology

Under the No Action alternative, and Alternatives A and D, less than 0.5 percent of all perennial and fish-
bearing reaches in the decision area would currently be susceptible to shade reductions that could affect
stream temperature if the BLM applies thinning in the outer zone of the Riparian Reserves. Under
Alternative B and C, approximately 5 percent of all perennial and fish-bearing reaches in the decision
area would currently be susceptible to shade reductions that could affect stream temperature if the BLM
applies thinning in the outer zone of the Riparian Reserves.

Under all alternatives, potential sediment delivery to streams from new road construction would constitute
less than a one percent increase above current levels of fine sediment delivery from existing roads.

Less than 2 percent of the decision area would be susceptible to peak flow increases over time under any
alternative. Less than 1 percent of the Harvest Land Base would be susceptible to landsliding with the
potential to deliver sediment to streams over time under any alternative.

Invasive Species

The risk of introducing and spreading invasive plant species over the next 10 years, and in the long term,
would be lowest under Alternative D, and highest under Alternatives B and C. Sudden oak death
infestations would occupy 100 percent of the Riparian Reserves in Infestation Zone 2 and almost 90
percent in Infestation Zone 3 by 2033 under Alternatives A and B.

Lands and Realty
Under all alternatives, BLM-administered lands would generally be available for rights-of-way.
Alternative D would most constrain the BLM’s ability to grant right-of-ways from the current conditions.

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics

Alternative A provides the greatest protection of identified lands with wilderness characteristics within
the planning area. Alternatives B and C provide intermediate protection of lands with wilderness
characteristics within the planning area. Alternative D provides no protection of lands with wilderness
characteristics with the planning area.

Livestock Grazing
Under Alternatives A, B, and C, public land available for livestock grazing would decrease from 495,190
acres t0 359,049 acres. This change would occur through the BLM making currently vacant allotments
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unavailable for grazing. Under Alternative D, the BLM would no longer authorize livestock grazing
within the decision area, a change that would affect 495,190 acres.

Minerals

Under the action alternatives, the BLM would petition for the withdrawal of an additional six to eight
percent of the decision area. Approximately 90 percent of the decision area would remain open to
locatable and salable mineral entry. All of the decision area would remain open to leasable mineral
development.

National Trails System
Alternative D would provide the largest National Trail Corridor and protect the greatest number of acres
within the viewshed. However, these acres only account for nine percent of all viewable acres.

Rare Plants and Fungi

Only two Federally-listed plant species occur within forest and woodland habitat in the decision area:
Kincaid’s lupine and Gentner’s fritillary. Under all alternatives, the BLM would conduct pre-disturbance
survey and apply conservation measures for these Federally-listed plant species. The BLM would manage
Bureau Sensitive plant and fungi species under the BLM’s sensitive species program under all
alternatives. Under all action alternatives, species that are currently Survey & Manage and not included
on the Bureau Sensitive species list would receive no specific protections.

Recreation and Visitor Services

Alternative A would provide a reduction in recreation opportunities when compared to the existing
management situation. Alternative D would provide the greatest number and acres of recreation
management areas in closest proximity to the twelve most populated communities in the planning area.

Soil Resources

All alternatives would increase the acreage of detrimental soil disturbance from timber harvest, road
construction, and fuels treatments by 13 to 30 percent of current amounts during the first decade. The
BLM would be able to reduce the acreage of detrimental soil conditions from timber harvest, road
construction, and fuels treatments through sound management practices that would limit initial
compaction levels, remove existing or created compacted surfaces, and improve soil water and organic
matter levels.

Socioeconomics

BLM-administered lands provide a wide variety of market and non-market goods and services to the
planning area such as timber, recreation, carbon storage, minerals, and source water protection. The
annual harvest value of timber, compared to $23 million in 2012, would increase under all alternatives;
from $37 million under Alternative D to $135 million under Alternative C. Using non-market valuation
techniques the analysis estimates the 2012 value of recreation on BLM-administered lands at $223 million
and the annual value of carbon storage at $99 million. Under all alternatives, the annual value of
recreation would increase to $250 million. The annual value of net carbon storage would increase under
all alternatives except Alternative C, under which it would fall to $55 million.
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In 2012, BLM management contributed 7,900 jobs and $355 million in earnings to the planning area,
which is about 0.4 percent of the total jobs and earnings. Under the alternatives, these contributions would
range from a low of 6,900 jobs and $304 million in earnings (Alternative D) to a high of 12,419 jobs and
$584 million in earnings (Alternative C). Employment effects to low-income populations in Coos, Curry,
Douglas, and Klamath Counties would be disproportionately negative under Alternatives A and D. Low-
income communities and tribes in these counties would also be vulnerable to these disproportionately
negatively effects. Under Alternative B, employment effects would be disproportionately negative for
Coos and Curry Counties.

There is uncertainty regarding the source and amounts of future payments to counties from activities on
BLM-admmistered lands. Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act payments to
counties totaled $38 million in 2012. Had payments in 2012 been based on the O&C Act formula, they
would have been $12 million. Under the alternatives, payments in 2018 would range from a low of $19
million under Alternative D to a high of $67 million under Alternative C.

Sustainable Energy

Under all alternatives, the majority of the land in the decision area would be available for the potential
development of sustainable energy resources. While there is no current geothermal development and
limited potential in the decision area, all action alternatives would be less constraining to geothermal
development than the current condition.

Trails and Travel Management
All action alternatives would increase the acreage closed to off-highway vehicle use and decrease the
acreage open to off-highway vehicle use when compared to the No Action alternative.

Tribal Interests

An ongoing dialogue between BLM representatives and designated tribal representatives and their
leadership produced the issues addressed in the Tribal Interests section. A large portion of the tribally
identified issues are covered under specific resource sections (e.g., fish, water, socio-economics, cultural
resources), though the effects specific to tribal communities may differ due to the unique relationships
that tribes have with the landscape and resources on it.

Visual Resources Management

Under all alternatives, visual resource quality would decline to some extent over time, because the BLM
would manage a substantial acreage of land at a higher Visual Resource Management class than the
Visual Resource Inventory class at which it inventoried. Alternative D would provide the greatest
protection, and Alternatives A, B, and C would provide the least protection of visual resources.

Wildlife
Northern spotted owl

The northern spotted owl population is under severe biological stress in much of western Oregon and has
an even chance of being extirpated from the Coast Range within 35 years. This population risk is
predominately due to competitive interactions between northern spotted owls and barred owls. Under
current barred owl encounter rates, the BLM has no opportunity through habitat management in the Coast
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Range to reduce risks to the northern spotted owl during the next 50 years, and there are no substantive
differences among the alternatives in their potential effects on those risks. However, in the western
Cascades and Klamath Basin, the BLM would contribute to self-sustaining northern spotted owl
populations during the next 50 years under all alternatives.

Marbled Murrelet

All alternatives would result in an increase in the amount of marbled murrelet high-quality nesting habitat
and total nesting habitat in 50 years. Alternatives A, B, and C would result in the loss of 96, 12, and 210
future marbled murrelet sites, respectively, as a result of timber harvest in the Harvest Land Base in the
absence of surveys.

Wild Horses

The Pokegama herd is the only wild horse herd in the decision area and is currently within the appropriate
management level of 30 to 50 horses. Alternative D, which would eliminate livestock grazing, would
reduce competition for forage and provide the potential for increased growth of the Pokegema herd.
Otherwise, the alternatives would not differ in their effects on the Pokegama herd.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

Under Alternative A, the BLM would not designate any of the 51 eligible Wild and Scenic River
segments as suitable, resulting in impacts to all eligible river segments and their associated values. Under
Alternatives B and C, the BLM would designate six eligible Wild and Scenic River segments as suitable.
Under Alternative D, the BLM would designate all 51 eligible Wild and Scenic River segments as
suitable, resulting in the greatest protection for all segments and their associated river values.

Consultation and Coordination

The preparation of this Draft RMP/EIS has included 38 public mvolvement efforts, including formal
scoping, regional workshops on recreation management, community listening sessions, and public
meetings about the Planning Criteria and preliminary alternatives.

The BLM is planning a series of public meetings after the release of the Draft RMP/EIS. The purpose of
these meetings is to help members of the public understand the content of the Draft RMP/EIS and provide
meaningful and constructive comments. There will likely be six “open-house” public meetings (one
meeting per District) where people can engage with BLM employees on all resources addressed in the
Draft RMP/EIS. The BLM will likely also be organizing issue-specific meetings on topics such as socio-
economics, forestry, aquatics, and wildlife. Information on meeting locations and dates will be available
at http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternore gon/

The BLM is consulting on a government-to-government level with the nine federally recognized tribes
located within, or that have interests within, the planning area. The Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde,
the Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians, the Coquille Indian Tribe, the Confederated Tribes of Coos,
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, the Cow Creek Band of Umpqua Tribe of Indians, and the Klamath
Tribes are formal cooperators in the RMP revisions, in addition to their government-to-government status.

The BLM has been assisted in the preparation of this Draft RMP/EIS by a Cooperating Agency Advisory

Group, including representatives of Federal and State agencies, counties, and Tribes. In addition to
meeting as a full group periodically throughout the development of the Draft RMP/EIS, the Cooperating
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Agency Advisory Group also created five working groups in order to facilitate a more detailed level of
engagement with the BLM on the following topics: aquatics, outreach, terrestrial, socio-economics, and
tribal issues.

Working through a robust engagement process with neutral facilitation, the cooperators have provided
expertise on much of the subject matter the BLM is addressing in the Draft RMP/EIS, as well as advice
based on experience with similar planning efforts. The cooperators have provided feedback on public
outreach sessions, data sources and analytical methods, and components of the draft alternatives. They
have provided oral and written feedback and ideas throughout the process of developing the Draft
RMP/EIS. Nearly all cooperators have been positive about the level of engagement and the general
direction of the planning process. However, the Association of O&C Counties (which is the designated
representative of 15 counties) has continued to express a high level of concern about the BLM’s planning
process. Specifically, the Association of O&C Counties continues to assert that the BLM’s Purpose and
Need statement was fatally flawed by failing to place sustained sustained-yield timber production as the
primary purpose of the planning effort.

The BLM district managers and planning personnel have met with individual county commissioners on
an ongoing basis to provide updates on progress and key milestones. As noted above, several county
governments are formal cooperators in the planning process. While the Association of O&C Counties
represents most of the counties at the Cooperating Agency Advisory Group meetings, BLM district
managers also maintain relationships with local county representatives.

Before signing a Record of Decision on the RMP revisions, the BLM will consult with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA). The BLM, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Marine Fisheries Service
signed an ESA Consultation Agreement, which identifies responsibilities for each agency and defines the
processes, products, actions, timeframe, and expectations for the consultation process.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is revising the resource management plans (RMPs) for its Coos
Bay, Eugene, Medford, Roseburg, and Salem Districts and the Lakeview District’s Klamath Falls Field
Office (1995 RMPs; USDI BLM 1995 a, b, c, d, e, f). This Draft RMP/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) provides a description of the various alternative management approaches the BLM is considering
for the management of these lands along with an analysis of the potential effects of these alternatives. The
BLM will consider public comments on the alternatives and analysis as it develops a Proposed RMP/Final
EIS.

In 2012, the BLM conducted an evaluation of the 1995 RMPs in accordance with its planning regulations,
which require that RMPs “shall be revised as necessary based on monitoring and evaluation findings, new
data, new or revised policy and changes in circumstances affecting the entire plan or major portions of the
plan” (43 CFR 1610.5-6). This evaluation contains the conclusion that “[a] plan revision is needed to
address the changed circumstances and new information that has led to a substantial, long-term departure
from the timber management outcomes predicted under the 1995 RMPs” (USDI BLM 2012a, p. 12).
Included in this evaluation was the identification of new information related to northern spotted owls,
(including new demographic studies, the Revised Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl (Strix
occidentalis caurina)(owl recovery plan; USDI FWS 2011), and revision of critical habitat by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (77 FR 71875)), and the BLM concluded that the EIS supporting the 1995
RMPs contains outdated analysis relative to the development of suitable habitat for the northern spotted
owl (USDI BLM 2012, p. 14). From this evaluation, the BLM identified a need to modify or update
management direction for most of the other resource management programs due to changed
circumstances and new information.

The Planning Area

The planning area includes approximately 2.5 million acres of BLM-administered land in western Oregon
managed by the BLM’s Coos Bay, Eugene, Medford, Roseburg, and Salem Districts and the Lakeview
District’s Klamath Falls Field Office (Map 1-1).
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

Throughout this document, the BLM will use the term ‘planning area’ to refer to all lands within the
geographic boundary of this planning effort regardless of jurisdiction. However, the BLM will only make
decisions on lands that fall under BLM jurisdiction (including subsurface minerals). The BLM will use
the term ‘decision area’ to refer to the lands within the planning area for which the BLM has authority to
make land use and management decisions. In general, the BLM has jurisdiction over all BLM-
administered lands (surface and subsurface) and over subsurface minerals in areas of split estate (i.e.,
areas where the BLM administers Federal subsurface minerals, but the surface is not administered by the
BLM).

Within the western Oregon offices, three BLM-administered areas are not included in the decision area:
the Cascade Siskiyou National Monument (Medford District), the Upper Klamath Basin and Wood River
Wetland (Klamath Falls Field Office), and the West Eugene Wetlands (Eugene District). The first two
areas have independent RMPs, while the BLM is currently developing an RMP for the West Eugene
Wetlands. This revision process will not alter these independent RMPs.

Planning Process

The BLM integrates its planning process with its compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), which requires that Federal agencies prepare an environmental impact
statement (EIS) for all actions that significantly affect the quality of the human environment. The BLM
planning regulations direct: “Approval of a resource management plan is considered a major Federal
action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. The environmental analysis of
alternatives and the proposed plan shall be accomplished as part of the resource management planning
process and, wherever possible, the proposed plan and related environmental impact statement shall be
published in a single document” (43 CFR 1601.0-6). Therefore, the BLM presents this Draft RMP
integrated with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement as a single document (Draft RMP/EIS).

Preparing a RMP involves the following nine interrelated actions or steps:

Conduct scoping and identify issues.

Collect inventory data.

Analyze management situation.

Develop planning criteria.

Formulate alternatives.

Analyze effects of alternatives.

Select the preferred alternative; issue Draft RMP/EIS.
Issue Proposed RMP/Final EIS.

Sign Record of Decision.

VoAb W=

The BLM is preparing a single Draft RMP/EIS and a single Proposed RMP/Final EIS for the revision of
the RMPs for the Coos Bay, Eugene, Medford, Roseburg, and Salem Districts and the Lakeview District’s
Klamath Falls Field Office. At this time, the BLM anticipates eventually issuing two Records of
Decision/Approved RMPs: a Northwest Oregon Record of Decision/Approved RMP that would apply to
the Salem District, the Eugene District, the Coos Bay District, and the Swiftwater Field Office of the
Roseburg District, and a Southwest Oregon Record of Decision/Approved RMP that would apply to the
South River Field Office of the Roseburg District, the Medford District, and the Klamath Falls Field
Office of the Lakeview District. The Proposed RMP/Final EIS will more fully address the structure of the
eventual Records of Decision/RMPs.
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Decision to be Made

Through this effort, the BLM will decide on an approach to managing the public land it administers in
western Oregon. As described in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA; 43 U.S.C,
1701(a)(2)), RMPs are tools by which “present and future use is projected.” The BLM’s planning
regulations make clear that RMPs are a preliminary step in the overall process of managing public lands,
and are “designed to guide and control future management actions and the development of subsequent,
more detailed and limited scope plans for resources and uses” (43 CFR 1601.0-2).

The major provisions of the RMPs will include the following land use plan decisions—

e Objectives for the management of BLM-administered lands and resources;

e Land use allocations relative to future uses for the purposes of achieving the various objectives;
and

e Management direction that identifies where future actions may or may not be allowed and what
restrictions or requirements may be placed on those future actions to achieve the objectives set for
the BLM-administered lands and resources.

Through the RMPs, the BLM will determine and declare the annual productive capacity for sustained-
yield timber production.' The annual productive capacity is the timber volume that a forest can produce
continuously under the intensity of management described in the RMPs for those lands allocated for
sustained-yield timber production. The BLM will make the determination and declaration of the annual
productive capacity for each of the six sustained yield units, which match the five western Oregon BLM
district boundaries and the western portion of the Klamath Falls Field Office in the Lakeview District.
The determination of the annual productive capacity includes compliance with other laws and
consideration of the objectives, land use allocations, and management direction of the RMPs, which affect
the amount of timber that each of the sustained yield units can produce. Chapter 3 contains additional
discussion of the determination of the annual productive capacity under Vegetation Modeling Products.

In both the 1995 RMPs and in the 2008 RMPs, the BLM identified that there would be some level of
variation in the annual amount of timber offered for sale. In this plan revision process, the BLM will
consider whether the plan will include some level of variation in the amount of sustained-yield timber
volume that the BLM will offer on an annual basis or over a longer period of time. In making a decision
about the extent to which the plan will identify such variation in the amount of sustained-yield timber
volume to be offered, the BLM will take into account a number of factors, including the availability of
resources and compliance with applicable law, among other agency considerations. The BLM would
identify the level of variation in the amount of sustained-yield timber volume that may be offered as part
of the declaration of the annual productive capacity in this RMP.

At this time, the BLM does not anticipate including any implementation decisions in the eventual Records
of Decision/RMPs.” That is, the BLM anticipates that all of the decisions in the Records of
Decision/RMPs will be land use plan decisions. If the BLM elects to include some implementation
decisions later in the planning process, any implementation decisions will be clearly distinguished from

EEINT3

" The terms “annual productive capacity,” “annual sustained yield capacity,” and “allowable sale quantity” are
synonymous.

? Implementation decisions authorize implementation of on-the-ground projects. Land use plan decisions (land use
allocations, management objectives, and management direction) do not directly authorize implementation of on-the-
ground projects. Land use plan decisions guide and control future implementation decisions, which can be carried
out only after completion of further appropriate NEPA analysis or documentation, consultation, and decision-

making processes.
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the land use plan decisions in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, and the Proposed RMP/Final EIS will
describe the administrative remedies for both.

Purpose and Need for Action

The purpose and need statement describes why the BLM is revising the 1995 RMPs and what outcomes
the BLM intends the RMPs to achieve. The purpose and need statement defines the range of alternatives
that will be analyzed in the planning process, because alternatives must respond to the purpose and need
for action to be considered reasonable.

The proposed action is to revise the 1995 RMPs with land use allocations, management objectives, and
management direction that best meet the purpose and need.

This plan revision process takes place against the backdrop of past planning efforts. These previous
planning efforts and their supporting analyses, including the Record of Decision for the Northwest Forest
Plan (USDA/USDI 1994a), the 1995 RMPs (the plans currently in effect; USDI BLM 1995 a, b, ¢, d, ¢,
f), and the 2008 RMPs (which are no longer in effect; USDI BLM 2008 a, b, c, d, e, f), together with the
results of the scoping process for this planning effort help to inform the BLM’s discretion in determining
the purpose and need for this action and to identify the scope of alternatives and impacts that need to be
explored in this planning effort.

Need for the Action

The BLM conducted plan evaluations in accordance with its planning regulations, which require that
RMPs “shall be revised as necessary based on monitoring and evaluation findings, new data, new or
revised policy and changes in circumstances affecting the entire plan or major portions of the plan” (43
CFR 1610.5-6). These evaluations concluded that “[a] plan revision is needed to address the changed
circumstances and new information that has led to a substantial, long-term departure from the timber
management outcomes predicted under the 1995 RMPs” (USDI BLM 2012a, p. 12). These evaluations
also concluded that the management direction for most of the other resource management programs need
to be modified or updated because of changed circumstances and new information. These evaluations
concluded that changes are particularly indicated for the fisheries, aquatics, recreation, off-highway
vehicle, and fire and fuels programs.

Moreover, the BLM needs to revise existing plans to replace the 1995 RMPs’ land use allocations and
management direction because of new scientific information and policies related to the northern spotted
owl. Since the 1995 RMPs were approved, there have been analyses on the effects of land management
on northern spotted owl habitat, demographic studies, and analyses of the effects of barred owls on
northern spotted owls. In addition, since that time, new policies for northern spotted owls have been put
in place, including a revised recovery plan and a new designation of critical habitat.

Purpose of the Action
The purpose of this proposed action is to make land use plan decisions to guide the management of BLM-
administered lands.

Several of the purposes of the action are necessary for the BLM to be able to deliver a predictable supply
of timber from the BLM-administered lands, based on the BLM’s almost two decades of experience
implementing the Northwest Forest Plan, new scientific information, and the advice of other Federal
agencies, as discussed below. Harvesting timber on a sustained-yield basis for the Oregon and California
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Railroad and Coos Bay Wagon Road Grant Lands Act (O&C Act; 43 U.S.C. 1181a et seq.) purposes is
required under the O&C Act. Harvesting timber on a sustained-yield-basis ensures that the BLM will
achieve the purposes of the O&C Act, which include continuing to be able to provide, over the long-term,
a sustained volume of timber within the management direction in the RMP. Declining populations of
species now listed under the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) have caused the greatest
reductions and instability in the BLM’s supply of timber in the past. Any further population declines of
listed species or new species listings would likely lead to additional reductions in timber harvest.
Contributing to the conservation and recovery of listed species is essential to delivering a predictable
supply of timber. Specifically, the BLM recognizes that providing large, contiguous blocks of late-
successional forest and maintaining older and more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forests are
necessary components of the conservation and recovery of the northern spotted owl. Providing clean
water is essential to the conservation and recovery of listed fish, and a failure to protect water quality
would lead to restrictions that would further limit the BLM’s ability to provide a predictable supply of
timber. Furthermore, the O&C Act recognizes the importance of water quality; the purposes of sustained
yield include, among others, “protecting watersheds and regulating stream flow.” Finally, in fire-prone
ecosystems in southern Oregon, the BLM must manage forests to reduce the likelihood of catastrophic
fires and the attendant loss of timber. These purposes require the BLM to exercise its discretion to
determine how best to achieve sustained-yield timber production over the long term and avoid future
limitations on timber production.

Provide a Sustained Yield of Timber
The purpose of the action includes providing a sustained yield of timber. The O&C Act requires that the
revested Oregon and California Railroad Grant lands and reconveyed Coos Bay Wagon Road Grant lands
(O&C lands) be managed “for permanent forest production, and the timber thereon shall be sold, cut, and
removed in conformity with the principal of sustained yield for the purpose of providing a permanent
source of timber supply, protecting watersheds, regulating stream flow, and contributing to the economic
stability of local communities and industries, and providing recreational facilities” (43 U.S.C. 1181a). The
0&C Act goes on to state that “[t]he annual productive capacity for such lands shall be determined and
declared ... [p]rovided, [t]hat timber from said lands ... not less than the annual sustained yield capacity
... shall be sold annually, or so much thereof as can be sold at reasonable prices on a normal market.” In
meeting the various requirements for managing the O&C lands, the Secretary of the Interior has discretion
under the O&C Act to determine how to manage the forest to provide for permanent forest production on
a sustained yield basis, including harvest methods, rotation length, silvicultural regimes under which
these forests would be managed, or minimum level of harvest. In addition, the FLPMA specifically
provides that if there is any conflict between its provisions and the O&C Act related to management of
timber resources or the disposition of revenues from the O&C lands and resources, the O&C Act prevails
(i.e., takes precedence) (43 U.S.C. 1701 note (b)). Thus, the multiple-use management direction of the
FLPMA does not apply to the O&C lands that are suitable for timber production. The planning process
established by the FLPMA is applicable to the O&C lands, because it is not in conflict with the O&C
Act’s management direction for those lands.

For the public domain lands, the FLPMA requires that public lands be managed “on the basis of multiple
use and sustained yield unless otherwise specified by law” (43 U.S.C. 1701 [Sec. 102.a.7]). The FLPMA
also requires that “the public lands be managed in a manner which recognizes the Nation’s need for
domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber from the public lands” (43 U.S.C. 1701 [Sec.
102.a.12]).
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Conservation and Recovery of Threatened and Endangered

Species
The purpose of the action includes contributing to the conservation and recovery of threatened and
endangered species within the planning area, including the northern spotted owl, marbled murrelet, and
threatened and endangered anadromous fish. The Endangered Species Act requires agencies to ensure that
their actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or result in the adverse
modification or destruction of critical habitat. Since the adoption of the Northwest Forest Plan, BLM has
recognized that additional species listings could have the effect of further limiting the BLM’s ability to
provide a sustained yield of timber under the O&C Act (USDA FS/USDI BLM 1994a, pp. 49-50). Using
its discretion and authority under the O&C Act and the FLPMA, the BLM can direct sustained-yield
management of the O&C lands and public domain lands in western Oregon in a manner that contributes
to the conservation and recovery of listed species and helps limit or avoid future listings, and thereby best
ensures a permanency of timber production over the long-term, while, among other benefits of sustained
yield, contributing to the economic stability of local communities.

The purpose of contributing to the conservation and recovery of the northern spotted owl necessarily
includes maintaining a network of large blocks of forest to be managed for late-successional forests and
maintaining older and more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forests, based on the existing
scientific information on the conservation needs of the northern spotted owl and the results of previous
analyses as described below.

Large, Contiguous Blocks of Late-Successional Forest
Large, contiguous blocks of late-successional forest have been an element of northern spotted owl
conservation strategies for over two decades. Thomas et al. (1990, pp. 23-27) described that a
conservation strategy for the northern spotted owl requires large blocks of nesting, roosting, and foraging
habitat (i.e., suitable habitat) that support clusters of reproducing owls, distributed across a variety of
ecological conditions and spaced so as to facilitate owl movement between the blocks. Courtney ef al.
(2004, pp. 9-11; 9-15), in the status review for the northern spotted owl, evaluated the conservation needs
of the northern spotted owl and concluded that, based on existing knowledge, large contiguous blocks of
suitable habitat are still necessary for northern spotted owl conservation. Culminating this confirmation of
the scientific information on the conservation needs of the northern spotted owl, the owl recovery plan
recommends managing for large, contiguous blocks of late-successional forest (USDI FWS 2011, p. III-
19).

Based on the results of previous analyses, large contiguous blocks of late-successional forest would not
develop in the absence of a land use allocation reserving a network of large blocks of forest. The
Supplemental EIS for the Northwest Forest Plan (USDA FS/USDI BLM 1994b, p. 2-22) explicitly
required that all alternatives analyzed in detail include the allocation of a network of Late-Successional
Reserves. Other previous planning efforts have considered alternatives that would not allocate such a
network, including:

e Alternative A in the 1994 RMP/EIS, which would have reserved no late-successional
forest outside of special areas and sites occupied by listed species

e Alternative B in the 1994 RMP/EIS, which would have reserved small blocks of late-
successional forest

e Alternative 3 in the 2008 RMP/EIS, which would have allocated the majority of the
landscape to a General Landscape Area that directed timber harvest on long rotations
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For each of those alternatives, the analyses concluded that these alternatives would have resulted in less
contribution to northern spotted owl conservation than alternatives that allocated a network of large
blocks of forest. Notably, Alternative 3 in the 2008 RMP/EIS would have resulted in a total acreage of
northern spotted owl habitat comparable to most other action alternatives, but would have failed to meet
the conservation needs of the spotted owl because of the arrangement of that habitat. Overall, these
previous analyses demonstrated that large, contiguous blocks of late-successional forest would not have
developed under these alternatives, further demonstrating that reserving a network of large blocks of
forest from programmed timber harvest is a necessary part of the purpose of contributing to the
conservation and recovery of the northern spotted owl.

Older and More Structurally-Complex Multi-Layered Conifer

Forests
The scientific foundation for the importance of older, more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer
forests as habitat for the northern spotted owl has been clearly established. Thomas et al. (1990) described
high-quality northern spotted owl habitat as older, multilayered, structurally-complex forests
characterized by large-diameter trees, high amounts of canopy cover, numerous large snags, and lots of
downed wood and debris. Courtney et al. (2004, pp. 5-18), in the status review for the northern spotted
owl, evaluated the existing scientific information on spotted owl habitat and confirmed that nesting,
foraging and roosting habitat is associated with older, more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer
forests in the Pacific Northwest. The 15-year spotted owl monitoring report concluded that the highest
stand-level habitat suitability for spotted owls is provided by older, more structurally-complex forests
(Davis et al. 2011, p. 38).

The owl recovery plan recommends maintaining older and more structurally complex multi-layered
conifer forests. As noted in the owl recovery plan, the maintenance of older, more structurally-complex
multi-layered conifer forests has scientific support at several scales: “At the scale of a spotted owl
territory, Dugger et al. (in press) found an inverse relationship between the amount of old forest within
the core area and northern spotted owl extinction rates from territories. At the population scale, Forsman
et al. (2011) found a positive relationship between recruitment of spotted owls into the overall population
and the percent cover of spotted owl NRF [nesting, roosting, and foraging] habitat within study areas”
(USDI FWS 2011, p. I1I-67). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service noted that, in dry forest areas,
maintaining these older and more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forests may require active
management to meet the overlapping goals of spotted owl recovery and restoration of dry forest structure,
composition, and processes including fire, insects, and disease.

Previous planning efforts have considered a wide variety of approaches to the management of older, more
structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forests, including—

e Alternative A in the 1994 RMP/EIS, which would have reserved no late-successional
forest outside of special areas and sites occupied by listed species;

e The 1995 RMP, which reserved approximately 83 percent of old-growth forest;

e The Proposed RMP in the 2008 RMP/EIS, which would have reserved 81 percent of old-
growth forest and would have deferred harvest of any forest older than 160-years-old for
15 years;
Alternative E in the 1994 RMP/EIS, which would have reserved all old-growth forest;

e A sub-alternative for Alternative 1 in the 2008 RMP/EIS, which would have reserved all
forests older than 200 years old; and

e A sub-alternative for Alternative 1 in the 2008 RMP/EIS, which would have reserved all
forests older than 80 years old.
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None of these alternative approaches defined management direction explicitly in terms of older, more
structurally-complex, multi-layered conifer forests, but used a variety of different terms, such as older
forest, old-growth forest, late-successional forests, or a specific stand age. Nevertheless, these different
management approaches would have resulted in the maintenance of differing amount of older and more
structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forests. Those analyses demonstrated that alternatives that
would have maintained more older and more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forests would
have maintained more northern spotted owl habitat and would have provided better conditions for
northern spotted owl movement between large blocks of habitat than alternatives that would have
maintained less older and more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forests.

The existing science clearly establishes the importance of older and more structurally-complex multi-
layered conifer forests as northern spotted owl habitat; the owl recovery plan recommends the
maintenance of older and more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forests; and the results of
previous analyses demonstrate that maintaining older and more structurally-complex multi-layered
conifer forests would contribute to meeting conservation needs of the northern spotted owl. Therefore,
maintaining older and more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forest is a necessary part of the
purpose of contributing to the conservation and recovery of the northern spotted owl.

To respond to this purpose for the action, alternatives would explore differing approaches to defining
older and more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forest, by such criteria as stand age, structure,
size, or landscape context. In addition, alternatives would explore differing management approaches to
maintaining older and more structurally-complex multi-layered conifer forest, such as active management
in dry forest areas to reduce fire risk and restore fire resiliency.

The purpose of this action includes maintaining marbled murrelet habitat. The status review of the
marbled murrelet prepared for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed the existing scientific
information and confirmed the importance of maintaining suitable nesting habitat to the conservation and
recovery of the marbled murrelet (McShane et al. 2004, pp. 4-61-4-63). Additionally, the recovery plan
for the marbled murrelet (USDI FWS 1997) recommends protecting adequate nesting habitat for marbled
murrelets.

The purpose of this action includes protecting existing habitat and restoring degraded habitat for
threatened and endangered anadromous fish. The status review of threatened and endangered anadromous
fish prepared by the National Marine Fisheries Service reviewed the existing scientific information and
confirmed the importance of maintaining existing habitat and restoring degraded habitat to the
conservation and recovery of threatened and endangered fish (Good et al. 2005). The National Marine
Fisheries Service has prepared several final and draft recovery plans for listed salmonid fish within the
planning area, including the Upper Willamette River Conservation and Recovery Plan for Chinook
Salmon and Steelhead (ODFW/USDC NMFS 2011), which recommend maintaining existing habitat and
restoring degraded habitat.

Provide Clean Water in Watersheds
The purpose of the action includes continuing to comply with the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et
seq.), which directs the restoration and maintenance of the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of
the nation’s waters. The policy declaration in the FLPMA states that the BLM should manage the public
lands in a manner that protects many resources and their values, including the water resource (43 U.S.C.
1701[a][8]). The FLPMA directs that land use plans provide for compliance with applicable State and
Federal air, water, noise, or other pollution control laws, standards, or implementation plans (43 U.S.C.
1712[c][8]).
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In addition, the O&C Act includes reference to protecting watersheds and regulating stream flows,
requiring that the O&C lands be managed “for permanent forest production, and the timber thereon shall
be sold, cut, and removed in conformity with the principal of sustained yield for the purpose of ...
protecting watersheds, regulating stream flow, ...” (43 U.S.C. 1181a).

Restore Fire-Adapted Ecosystems
The purpose of the action includes restoring fire-adapted ecosystems to increase fire resiliency. Previous
analyses have shown that active management in the dry forest landscape of southern Oregon can
positively influence fire risk and fire resiliency, thereby restoring fire-adapted ecosystems (2008
RMP/EIS). Further, as noted in the owl recovery plan, natural landscape resilience mechanisms in the dry
forest landscape of southern Oregon have been decoupled by fire exclusion and wildfire suppression
activities. The owl recovery plan recommends active management within the dry forest landscape to
restore ecosystem resiliency. Additionally, in order to provide for sustained yield of timber from public
lands under the O&C Act, BLM management must account for potential loss of this timber to fire. Based
on the BLM’s authority under the O&C Act, the results of previous analyses showing the benefits of
active management in restoring fire-adapted ecosystems, and in light of the recommendations in the owl
recovery plan, the purpose of this action includes restoring fire-adapted ecosystems to increase fire
resiliency.

Provide for Recreation Opportunities
The purpose of the action includes providing for recreation opportunities. The FLPMA requires that,
among other uses, “the public lands be managed in a manner that will ... provide for outdoor recreation”
43 U.S.C. 1701 [Sec. 102.a.8]. In addition, the O&C Act states that O&C lands shall be managed ... for
permanent forest production, and the timber thereon shall be sold, cut, and removed in conformity with
the principal of sustained yield for the purpose of ... providing recreational facilities” (43 U.S.C. 1181a).
Finally, changes in BLM policy since the 1995 RMPs for recreation land use allocations and management
objectives necessitate plan revision, as concluded in the BLM plan evaluations (USDI BLM 2012, pp. 28-
29).

Coordinate Management of Lands Surrounding the Coquille

Forest with the Coquille Tribe
The management of the Coquille Forest is subject by law (25 U.S.C. 715c¢ (d)) to the standards and
guidelines of forest plans for adjacent or nearby Federal forest lands. Title V of the Oregon Resource
Conservation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-208) created the Coquille Forest to be held in trust for the
benefit of the Coquille Tribe. This Act states that the Coquille Forest shall be managed “under applicable
State and Federal forestry and environmental protection laws, and subject to critical habitat designations
under the Endangered Species Act and subject to the standards and guidelines of Federal forest plans on
adjacent or nearby Federal lands, now and in the future.” This Act also requires the Secretary of the
Interior to take the Coquille Forest lands into trust for the benefit of the Coquille Tribe. As such, the
purpose of the action includes coordinating the management of BLM-administered lands “adjacent or
nearby” the Coquille Forest with the Coquille Tribe.

Guidance for Development of All Action Alternatives

The BLM will develop all action alternatives to meet the purposes for the action, described above under
‘Purpose and Need for Action.” To be considered reasonable, action alternatives would have to make a
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substantial and meaningful contribution to meeting each of the purposes, rather than a minimal
contribution. The alternatives will explore various ways of contributing to these purposes and meeting the
requirements of the management guidance provided in this document.

In developing all action alternatives, the BLM will:

e Review existing Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) and nominations for new
ACECs. In this review, the BLM will do the following:

o Determine if they meet the Relevance and Importance criteria.

o Determine, for those on O&C lands that meet Relevance and Importance criteria, if
designation would be in conflict with the O&C Act, as detailed below under The O&C
Act and the FLPMA.

o Eliminate from further consideration those areas that do not meet criteria for designation
as ACECs.

o Determine if the rel